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- October 5, 2009

Ms. Victoria Whitney, Chief

Division of Water Rights

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear M. Whitnéy_:

Subject: Comments on the Instream Flow Study - Rush and Lee Vining -

-Creeks

On August 6, 2009 the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
appointed scientists released their Instream Flow Study - Rush and Lee Vining

Creeks. This report quantifies adult holdlng (primarily winter) and foraging

(spring, summer, fall) microhabitat areas over a range of test flows, then

assesses trout microhabitat area in conjunction with water temperature, fish
passage, and riffle hydrauhcs where trout food resources (benthic

* macroinvertebrates) are concentrated. The report includes the results of these

studies and discussion of flows that optimize these microhabitats for trout.

~ The Instream Flow Study - Rush and Lee Vining Creeks is an important
- component of flow recommendations for Rush and Lee Vining Creeks as

ordered by the SWRCB but it is not the only component. In fact there are five
additional recent reports the stream scientists will use to inform their flow

- recommendations in addition to over a decade of data collected from various

monitoring. All of this will be referenced in their Synthesis Report which is ;
due to be released this fall. The Synthesis Report will blend and i incorporate -

“the needs of the entire system which include the needs of the fishery, .“ " [
hydro Ioglcal needs, geomorphic needs and flows necessary to mamtam and
4 expand the riparian vegetatlon :

We do have additional questlons and comments not contained in this Ietter and

~ therefore respectﬁxlly request either a meeting or conférence call with the
- stream scientists in order to gain a complete and accurate understanding of the

information presented. These questions do not rise to the level of inclusion in
this letter but nonetheless would help us have a greater level of understanding.
In order to be most effective, this meeting or confererice call should occur

 before the Synthems Report is released.




; _Comments

‘The Mono Lake Comrmttee (MLC) would llke to. offer the foHomng
comments L ; ; : R :

A i, Page 6: The baseﬂow recommendatzons az'sa need fo be reevaluared
" because: (1) in the 22 years since the initial instream flow studies channel -
' . morphology has changed, and therefore the relanonsth between baseﬂow
“and fish habitat has changed (2) now we have a greater understandmg of the
. __'trout popu!atzons and flow conditions. that may-be limiting recruitment of
 older age-classes and dzmzmshmg survival at key life stages, and (3)

' necessary assumptions made in past evaluations may not apply roday asa.

3 .resulr of knowledge gamed rhraugh recem‘ exrenswe momrormg

: Comment 1 The report should dlscuss how this current study and recent work :; 2

; 'e1ther builds on or refutes the. orrgmal Instream Flow Incremental , .
. Meéthodology (IFIM) model that was used to establish the original flows: How

" -is this report consistent or not with the original Department of Fish and Game =

- (DFG) studies and evaluations? The ongmal flows were set by a lengthy and
- arduous process and havmg the reasonmg avallabie for departurc from those -

= -concluswns wm be helpful

- Comment 2 ThIS sectron nnphes that even the new recommended ﬂows will
“ need to be reevaluated in the future since a) the stream habltat will change
- even further as the creeks adjust and evolve with the new flows, b) climate =
change issues will continue to affect run-off patterns and stream temperatures
" and c) more data will be gathered which will continue to inform our - R
- knowledge of what the stream needs. The Stream Synthesrs report should
e recommend a process for such an evaluatlon i o S A

o, Page 7: The F isheries Srream Scrent:sts are a!so submrrrzng four add:tzonaf Bt 8

i reports in Augusr 2009 that wdl be used to gurde ﬂow recommendarrom

o 3These four reports are:

. Temperature-F Zow Report for Rush and Lee V:nmg creeks

- Rush Creek SNTEMP Temperature Model.
"« Rush Creck Radio Telemetry-Movement Study Report

o Poo! Survey Reportfor Rush and Lee meg creeks. -




o Comment It is now- October and _we have 1ot recelved the Rush Creek
' SNTEMP Temperature Model. - -

A 3. Page 7: Based upon our fen years of momtormg rhe f sh population in Rush
" .. Creek and our collective experience we have identified two factors that are

 likely hmmng suwzvaf and growth (and ultzmarec'y t‘he s:ze) of trout in Rush
o Creek , i -

I Lack af Su:rable wmrer holdmg habzrat Jor Iarger lrout parncuiarbz
- microhabitats with low water co!umn velocmes near z‘he stream
, bottom; and : :
2. Elevated water remperarures ﬁom summer through early aurumn
whzch srresses rhe trout, causmg reducea' growrh rafes. |

. "_Comment It would be helpful to know more speclﬁcally how thls conclusmn . o

- was reached. What other factors existed i in the pre-1941 Rush Creek fishery -

. - that may have allowed Ia:rge trout to flourish? What conditions. beneﬁtted the .

-~ fishery then and which of those conditions are restorable? How are they -

5 addressed by the recommendations contained in this report? The report should

 review the pre-1941 conditions that benefitted the fishery as determined by

‘the SWRCB and explain their relevance, or lack thereof. Thisreview should -

~ . be included in the Synthesxs Report gwen that they will be the basxs for a

. tajor change in ﬂows

4, Page. 10 Aduh‘ brown trout’s preﬂzrence Jor direct ove#head cover was

" another consistent theme found throughout the published literature.

Page 11: Cover was considered an essential component of viable trout .

- Streams and adult brown trout seek cover more rhan any other trout Spec:es
: (Ralelgk et al 1 986) s : F

' Conunent Both Rush and Lce meg creeks are’ s‘all recovermg vegetanon

-especially. the larger more robust pines and cottonwoods. The pre-1941

.’ channels contained lots of wood, roots; and overhangmg vegetatlon that e

- provided cover and velocity breaks. Whiat role will restored riparian forests-
- play in providing habitat for large trout? What projections can be made W1th

SR regard to the contmued vegetation recovery and the positive 1nﬂuence those e

5 conchtmns Wlll have on trout cover ancl habltat'? '




o 5. Page 13 erh excepnon of predarxon on young-of “year ana’ ;uvemle frout
by larger adult trout, trout general!y derive most prey Jrom drgﬁ of benth:c
: macromvertebrates . : B

¥ - Comment At what size does thls excepnon begm to dommate'? What

proportion of the Rush Creek population is “deriving most prey” from benthtc o

- macroinvertebrates? If the focus is on larger trout, ﬂ'llS exceptlon should be
~explored further. : : -

ol Page 13 However, re!ar:ve conmbunons of rerresmal msects such as -
. grasshoppers, ants and beetles are unknown in Rush and Lee Vining creeks,
which:in many systems are seasonally :mporram food sources that can
provide a significant percenrage of atrout’s annual ener;gy mtake (Saunders
_' and Fausch 200 7) : ;

5 :_ Comment 1 What ¢ season are the terrestrlal insects 1rnportant‘? Is it the fall
 when water and air temperatures cool down reducing macroinvertebrate
.. production? Could the lack of terrestrial insects, especially in the fall, bea

contributing factor to the low condition factor of the trout going into winter?

Could terrestrial insects have been more abundant in pre-1941 conditions

__ especially with more meadow vegetation such as existed in the Vestal Springs

area'7 Why is thlS mgmf icant enough to mennon and should 1t be momtored'? ’

- Comment 2: MLC supports further explorataon of the terrcstnal insect and

_ benthic macroinvertebrate component and small fish component of trout
COndlthIl factor and whether or not thls is currently a llrmtlng factor

g Page 16: Past habztar mappmg eﬁ"orts have been crmcxzed Sfor Iackmg
“reproducibility because some methods included biologists’ professional

e Judgment in identifying habitat polygon boundaries, instead of relying solely.:. ..
on measured criteria (Radsback and Kadvany 2008 ‘Gard 2009). To xmprove :

the repraduc:bzhoz of habitat mapping methods, the Fisheries Stream

" Scientists developed brown trout habitat criteria based on. measurable cr;terta )

(obtained from the scientific hferarwe and from our previous fleld studies) .

: and tmp!emenred a field protocol in which all points that defined a polygon .

", 'boundary were measured and the dtstances benveen all points were also
i mgasured ' : : ; .

[

L Comment‘ We belleve the stream scxentlsts have conducted systemattc and °

e _ comprehensxve habltat mapping on the selected secnons of Rush and Lee 3




' ‘Vining creeks. We continue to be concerned that the mapping was conducted
-In summer to inform winter flow recommendations. We recognize the 55
~ infeasibility of conducting extensive habitat mapping in the winter months,

- " however the report should discuss p0551b1e problems or inaccuracies with the

transferability of habitat studies from summer to winter conditions. It is for

- . this reason that we continue to urge winter stream monitoring to insure and -

- 'validate that the préscribed low flows. are actually dehverrng the forecast
j beneﬁts and are not problematlc -

8‘. Pag'e 1’7_: We a_z’.s'o have-dozébrs that rainbow trout would ﬁaiurally sustain

' their current composition of the Lee Vining Creek trout population if the
- annual and frequent stocking of catchable rainbow trout by CDFG at the

- diversion pond ceased. Thus, brown trout were cans:dered the, focaf speczes :
durmg the. Lee Vzmng C'reek IFS ; :

' ' Comment We would like more mformatlon that supports the statement that
‘rainbow trout may not be sustamable in Lee Vining Creek. In the past, we

.-~ have understood that Lee Vining Creek was better for rainbow trout rather
56 than brown trout because of the steeper gradlent and cooler water

: ; 9 Page 24: However we suspected that fhe htghesr test ﬂow would provzde
- minimal habitat that meets the adult trout criteria due to excessive velocztzes .
For example, in September of 2005 we were barely able to wade and -

e e!ectrof' sh Lee Vining Creek at 50 ¢fs and in September of 2006 we were .

unabc'e to samp!e at 60 c:ﬁ due to unsafe wading cona'mons .

-Comment leﬁculty in wadmg T.he stream at these flows is not an example of

ot trout habitat quahty "For example should be removed

: '.10 Page 27 In Lee meg Creek, rhe presence of mu!nple szde ckannefs and - -

braided channel sections, and prevalence of coarse substrates reduced the

™ & _urzhly of ﬁeld a’:scharge measuremenrs and dzscharge was not measured

o 'Com.ment McBam and Trush took drscharge measurements in the A-4
 channel and this discharge is provided later in the report. Flow measurements

- or estimates for the Tower reaches of Lee Vining Creek should be made

(dlfﬁcultles can be overcome) in order to gain some idea of the gains and -

-~ - losses. April and May gains. and losses are different from August or January.
' There should be some seasonal measurements or estimates made of how
o representatwe the flow at the leE:I'SIGIl dam i is of the ﬂow in the mapped




~ reaches of Lee Vining Creek, in the same way this is b"'elng'd'o.ne for Rush

- Creek. At a minimum there should be more discussion of this topic basedon -
~ . ‘estimates and h1storlca.l observations and theoncs of rrpanan vegetatlon et

ES pulhng up” the water table '3

i 11 Page 30 A metrzc ca[led . percent of maximum habrtat” was a’erwed for
- both holding and forag:ng habitats by dividing the surface area of each of
" these habitat types observed at each test flow by the Zargest total surface area

' __ _"observed for each of these types of habstars N

_ Comment We beheve it would be more accurate to say “percent of maximum -
" mapped hab1tat” since the actual max1mum may be atanon- test flow amount'? i

A2, Page 311 The combmed eonmburmg ﬂow ﬁom Parker and Walker creeks* :
 was 4.9 ¢fs as measured by DWP on August 12" and 20", and was assumed to
 be stable during the 10 day IFS period. The 4.9 cfs re?eare was assumed to

emulate a probable wmrernme ﬂow contrrburzon to Rush Creek

'Comment Were the Parker and Walker creek releases verlﬁed to insure that a
"~ constant 4.9 ¢fs contribution at the confluence of Rush Creek was indeed
_achieved? It is doubtful given natural fluctuations that there would have been-
~_ aconstant contribution to Rush Creek. It would be helpful to know what the
.. range of contr;lbutlon was during the test flows. Then: the range couldbe
: compared te a predlcted wmter mput to Rush Creek ;

. 13 Page 334 Aﬁer Rush C‘reek po{ygon data were enrerea' into Excel ;
: spreadsheers and initial flow-habitat relationship curves were devez‘oped we

. decided to drop the 45 ¢fs data set from the analyses due to the problems
L encountered with the aerial photos and adaption to these problems by field -
" crews during the first 1, 5 days of 1 mapping. Fortunately, the 45 cfs test flow

wasa transitional point bétween larger amounts of habitat available at lower

e test flows and the .s'reaajz decrease in habztat as test ﬂows mcreased be yond 45 00
5 :.-.cfs (Fzgure 4) ' : s

$ Comment We understand the reasons but are coneemed that the 45 cfs data
. “was dropped from the analysm because it is the most common flow in. the last .
15 years (as hoted on page 20) and therefore appears that it would be one of

* the most important flows to analyze The report should include discussion Of
- the stream scientist’s level of confidence that the flow/ habitat area '

e .‘relatlonshlp isa stralght line: between the 30 cfs and 60 cfs pemt'?




: _14 Page 37: Ar Ihe 10-Channel, the maximum amounr of adult trout hofa'mg

g habitat was present at a measured flow of 22.6 cfs; with less of this habitat i

- being present at both lower and higher test flows (Figure 8). At 12.3 cfs,.

=y ' 96.6% of the’ maximum amount of holding habitat was present. At 48. 1 and
<. 6.0 cﬁf tkrs amount was reduced fo 86 3% and 75 6,6, reSpecr:ver

: Comment Gwen that the 45 cfs data pomt was not used, how conﬁdent are

o _ the stream scientists that the 10- Channel maximum is at 23 cfs and not some '
" higher amount? Do the stream somntlsts have any usable results from the 45

: cfs test flow to support that the maximum is closer to 23cfs than' 60 cfs?

15. Page 67: These. anafyses suggesr thar a winter baseﬂow (as measured at
‘the study reaches) ranging from approx:mately 1910 23 cfs-would provide the

" most area of adult trout holding habitat in Rush Creck downstream of the

~ Narrows and flows of abour 3 0 cﬁ* woufd provzde the most area in the Upper. -

o - Rush Creek reaeh

! ._Comment ance the study does not use the 45 cfs data, is it poss:ble to )
~ determine if the 10-Channel and Old Mainstem might have ach1eved a
. maximum at ﬂows hi gher than 23 cfs?" P ; - '

.16 Page 68: A re- exammanon of the composrte habitat- ﬂow rez’atzonsth

-~ - curve suggests that a flow of 18-20 cfs would provide approximately the same
_amount of holding habitat as a 28 cfs release (Figure 31). The rationale for -
- not selecting 28 cfs as a potenrza! winter baseflow recommendation for Lee . -
Vining Creek in the upcoming Synthesis Report is two -fold. First, the increase &
.- in holding habitat between 20 and 28 cfs on the. composite curve was mosﬂy
- -influenced by Unit #13, the large pool located near the Mono Lake delta
" (Figure 14). While this pool currently provides habitat, it is located at an-

 elevation above mean se level (6,386 f3) that will be submerged as Mono Lake _ .

i rises towards its targeted recovery. e:‘evanon of 6,392 ft. Secondly, the .
_increase in test flow increase between 20 and 28 cfs resulted in a 42%

i decrease of winter holding habitat in Class-35 Pool #1; wheréas the holdin; g

- ‘habitat loss in thzs h:gh qualzo) poof benaveen 1 2 and 20 Cﬁ' was less than 6 /
' '_’_.(F:gure 32). ; : s

Comment 1: ThlS sect:lon 1nd1cates that the wmter holdmg habltat baseﬂow
. that will be recorhmended in the synthesis report is 20 cfs or less: We look -
f.‘forward to’ seemg further analy51s and discussion in the Synthesrs Report




however some of our coneems are included here Is thls antlclpated for which -
year types? GLOMP shows this as the average natural unimpaired flow for
October, February, and March (and all other months are higher). What are the

il long-term effects on the stream ecosystem of a winter baseflow that is lower -

" than the average unlmpalred flow during most months? And what might the
effect be of turnmg 20 cfs into a "maximum" winter flow? This would seem to
be outside the range of natural variation and should be undertaken cautiously.

~ In addition, some thought should be gwen to unusual circumstances, such as
- the geomorphlc value of passing undiverted a rain-on-snow flood, such as- the
“one in January 1997, or such as ﬂex1b111ty to ramp up in March for an Apnl e

o -:peakmawa.rmanddryyear

= Comment 2 We understand that deep pools and cover are 1mportant to trout
_as they overwinter-but we are concerned that pools are: recelvmg too much-
“emphasis in terms of trout health. Agam referring to the pre-1941 conditions .

WL reference that pools (as opposed to, for example decp runs with plentiful

~ wood, over-hangmg branches, and roots for cover and velocity breaks) were
_ the dominant feature and analyzmg what other factors may have been
"contnbutmg to the overall size and health of the ﬁshery would be 1mportant

Comment 3: Smce no pool. survey was conducted between the dwersmn dam

" and Hwy 395, there is no knowledge of how representative the pool habitats in Tk

. the mapped reaches are of this upstream area. In fact,-almost half of Lee
gy meg Creek below the dlversmn dam is 1gnored in. thls study '

o 1 Page 71: We agam emphaszze rhe dynamzc nature of the szream channels
" in both lower Rush and Lee Vining creeks. As these channels and their.
- -associated riparian zones continue to develop over time, habitat-to-flow
- _'relatzonsths will undoubtedly change. We recommend that these
‘relationships be re-evaluated after another 10 years, or.if channel momtormg .
" indicates either channel Cross- Sectzonal areas.or pool habitat frequenc:es
Z .have apprec:ably changed ' : .

; ':';Comment MLC agrees and appree1ates lhe mtent to contmue the adaptlve : ;
management process ;

':_:Conclusmn

MLC apprecrates the opportumty to prov1de wrltten formal comments on the g

L %-' Instream F low Study Rush and Lee meg Creeks Smee tlns report w1[1




serve.as an 1mportant foundatronal component to the Synthesrs Report

= “expected to be released later this year we want to have a thorough and

complete understandmg of the Instream Flow Study results and oonclu51ons

Ttis our understandmg that all commcnts sublmtted wﬂl be addressed and )

- answered by the stream scientists before the Sym‘hesls Report is released and

~ that there will be an opportunity for us to voice our additional questions and .

e comments as well. If any other process for handlmg comments I.S antmpated 5
e -please adv:tse us promptly : - e ;

If you have any questlons please contact me at (760) 647 6595

. Smcerely,

b L1saCutt1ng s AE ' :
Eastern Slerra Pohcy Dtrector il

, CC Steve Herrera State Water Rcsources Control Board
- Greg Brown, State ‘Water Resources Control Board
" Bill Trush, McBain and Trush
_ Ross Taylor, Taylor and Associates -
© ‘Bruk Moges, Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
- .Paul Pau, Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
- Martin Adams, Los Angeles Department of Water & Power i
. 'Steve Parmenter, Department of Fish and Game - 5" e
Mark Drew Cahforma Trout i W




